














October 1, 2004

Mike Nielson
Director
Anasazi State Park
PO BOX 1453
Boulder, UT
84716

RE: Preparation of Environmental Assessment
Safety Improvement Project
State Route 12 - Escalante to Boulder, Utah
Request for Information
Project No. STP – 0012 (8) 60E

Dear Mr. Nielson,

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), is proposing to prepare an environmental assessment to study safety
and operational improvements on SR-12, from Escalante to Boulder, in Garfield County, Utah.
We are formally requesting your involvement with the scoping process, comments, and
attendance at the first formal agency scoping meeting for this environmental assessment.

This project, consisting of safety and operational improvements, results from previous planning
studies, including the Scenic Byway 12 Management Plan and the SR-12 & SR-63 Corridor
Transportation Plan. These documents note deficiencies in the current roadway, such as
conflicts with bicycle traffic and pedestrians stopping, narrow or lack of shoulders, and the need
for passing areas/pull outs.

The environmental assessment will augment these planning studies with project specific
evaluations of the project need, project area context, potential improvements, and assessment of
the potential impacts to the human and natural environment. In order to identify and evaluate
solutions that are consistent and sensitive with the unique character and environment of the
project area, a comprehensive approach to coordinate the proposed safety improvements with the
project stakeholders is being initiated at the start of this environmental assessment.

Enclosed with this letter is a project information sheet and a map showing the project location
with the study area resources noted. Additional information concerning the goals for this project
study is located on the SR-12 Environmental Assessment web site at
http://www.udot.utah.gov/sr-12/.

In pursuit of collaboration with federal, state, and local agencies, we are seeking your input on
the project, including information on the specific regulatory requirements of your agency





Identical copies of this letter were sent to the following: 
 
Dave Hunsaker  
BLM/GSENM 
190 E. Center Street 
Kanab, UT 84726 

Mike Nelson 
Anasazi State Park 
P.O. Box 1453 
Boulder, UT 84716 

Paul Chapman 
BLM/GSENM 
190 E. Center Street 
Kanab, UT 84726 

Deborah Lebow 
EPA 
999 18th Street, Ste. 300 
Denver, CO 80202-2466 

Dave Wolf 
BLM/GSENM 
190 E. Center Street 
Kanab, UT 84726 

Kevin Schulkoski 
USDA/USFS 
P.O. Box 246 
Escalante, UT 84726 

Sylvia Gillen 
USDA/NRCS 
125 S. State, Rm. 8301 
Salt Lake, UT 84138 

Grady McNure 
USACE—St. George Regulatory Office 
321 N. Mall Dr., Ste. L101 
St. George, UT 84790-7310 

Betsy Herrmann 
USFWS 
2369 W. Orton Circle, Ste. 50 
West Valley City, UT 84119-2047 

Rick Gold 
BOR 
125 S. State Street, Rm. 6107 
Salt Lake, UT 84138-1102 

Patrick M. Lambert 
USGS 
2329 W. Orton Circle, Ste. 50 
West Valley City, UT 84119-2047 

Bruce Bonebrake 
Utah DNR 
P.O. Box 606—1470 N. Airport Rd., Ste. 1 
Cedar City, UT 84720-0606 

Robert L. Morgan 
Utah DNR 
P.O. Box 145610 
Salt Lake, UT 84114-5610 

Dick Buehler 
Utah DNR 
P.O. Box 145703 
Salt Lake, UT 84114-6480 

Mary Tullius 
Utah DNR 
P.O. Box 146001 
Salt Lake, UT 84114-6480 

Lou Brown 
Utah SITLA 
130 N. Main 
Richfield, UT 84701 

Chuck Williamson 
Utah DNR 
P.O. Box 146300 
Salt Lake, UT 84114-6300 

Tom Rushing 
Utah Division of Water Quality 
P.O. Box 144870 
Salt Lake, UT 84114-4870 

Dianne Nielson 
Utah Dept. of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 144810 
Salt Lake, UT 84114-4870 

Dennis Downs 
Utah Division of S&HW 
P.O. Box 144880 
Salt Lake, UT 84114-4880 

Rick Sprott 
Utah Division of Air Quality 
150 S. 1950 W. 
Salt Lake, UT 84116 

State Historic Preservation Office 
300 S. Rio Grande St. 
Salt Lake, UT 84101-1143 



Tom Shakespeare 
Utah Division of Parks 
P.O. Box 180069 
Cannonville, UT 84718 

SR-12 Scenic Byway Committee 
Attn: Allysia Angus (BLM) 
190 E. Center Street 
Escalante, UT 84726 

BLM 
324 S. State Street, Ste. 301 
Salt Lake, UT 84145 

Brian Bellew 
BLM/SR-12 Scenic Byway Committee 
P.O. Box 225 
Escalante, UT 84726 

Darrell Olsen 
BLM/GSENM 
755 W. Main Street  
Escalante, UT 84726 

U.S. Forest Service 
125 S. State Street, Rm. 8301 
Salt Lake, UT 84138 

Maggie Dowd 
USFS/SR-12 Scenic Byway Committee 
1789 N. Wedgewood Ln.  
Ceday City, UT 84720 

USFS—Teasedale Ranger District 
P.O. Box 90 
Teasedale, UT 84773 

FEMA—Utah Division 
P.O. Box 141710 
Salt Lake, UT 84114-1710 

Colleen Bathe 
NPA/SR-12 Scenic Byway Committee 
P.O. Box 170001 
Bryce Canyon, UT 84717 

Sandra Garcia-Aline 
FHWA 
2520 W. 4700 S., Ste. 9A 
Salt Lake, UT 84118-1847 

Rick Torgerson 
UDOT—Region Four 
1345 S. 350 W.  
Richfield, UT 84701 

Daryl Friant 
UDOT—Region Four 
1345 S. 350 W. 
Richfield, UT 84701 

Robert Dowell 
UDOT—Region Four 
1345 S. 350 W. 
Richfield, UT 84701 

Stan Adams 
UDOT 
4501 S. 2700 W.  
Salt Lake, UT 84114-1200 

Myron Lee 
UDOT—Region Four 
1345 S. 350 W. 
Richfield, UT 84701 

Pam Higgins 
UDOT—Region Four 
1345 S. 350 W. 
Richfield, UT 84701 

Wade Barney 
UDOT—Region Four 
1345 S. 350 W.  
Richfield, UT 84701 

UDNR—Division of Water Resources 
P.O. Box 146201 
Salt Lake, UT 84114-6480 

UDNR—Utah Geological Survey 
P.O. Box 146100 
Salt Lake, UT 84114-6480 

UDA 
P.O. Box 146500  
Salt Lake, UT 84114-6500 

Health Department 
P.O. Box 14 
Escalante, UT 84262 

UDCED 
324 S. State Street, Ste. 500 
Salt Lake, UT 84145 

Tyler Robirds 
SR-12 Project Team 
310 E. 4500 S., Ste. 600 
Salt Lake, UT 84107 



Kim Clark 
SR-12 Project Team 
310 E. 4500 S., Ste. 600 
Salt Lake, UT 84107 

Randi Shover 
SR-12 Project Team 
310 E. 4500 S., Ste. 600 
Salt Lake, UT 84107 

Michelle Fishburne 
SR-12 Project Team 
2840 Plaza Place, Ste. 202 
Raleigh, NC 27612 

Stephen Trimble 
Words & Photographs 
779 4th Avenue 
Salt Lake, UT 84103-1078 

Mike Brehm 
SR-12 Project Team 
1335 E. Gilmer Dr. 
Salt Lake, UT 84105-1602 

Joe Gregory 
FHWA 
2520 W. 4700 S., Ste. 9A 
Salt Lake, UT 84118-1847 

Craig Sorenson 
BLM/GSENM 
P.O. Box 225 
Escalante, UT 84726  

Andrew Orelmann 
USFS 
P.O. Box 246 
Escalante, UT 84726 

 





Identical copies of this letter were sent to the following: 
 
Dave Wolf 
190 E. Center Street 
Kanab, UT 84741 

Dave Hunsaker 
190 E. Center Street 
Kanab, UT 84741 

 
 

































Mike Nelson
Anasazi State Park
PO BOX 1453
Boulder, UT
84716

RE: Environmental Assessment
SR-12 Improvements – Escalante to Boulder, Utah
Utah Department of Transportion (UDOT)
State Project No. STP-0012(8)60E

January 3, 2007

Dear Resource Agency Representative:

The SR-12, Escalante to Boulder Environmental Study project team has begun
developing a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document that will assess
impacts of potential improvements to SR-12 between Escalante and Boulder, Utah. You
may recall that an early scoping meeting was held in this regard in Boulder, Utah in the
Fall of 2004, before any specific improvements had been identified.

It has recently been determined, through an extensive public involvement and stakeholder
agency consultation process, that UDOT will pursue a Title 23 right-of-way acquisition
from the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM). Under Title 23, which is the
standard mechanism for highway right-of-way and the desired avenue for UDOT, Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the BLM. FHWA will serve as the lead agency
for the project.

Since the initial scoping event, the project team has collected hundreds of comments from
the public and interested agencies regarding solutions for SR-12, and generated several
technical reports to document this process. The project team has assimilated these
suggested solutions and prioritized them based on context and need. The attached list of
improvements represent those that require environmental clearance, and which could be
reasonably and foreseeably funded and implemented in the next 10 years. Some
additional improvements that do not require environmental clearance may also be
implemented, including better signing and striping, pavement treatments and traffic
calming elements at speed transition zones.

We would like your comments and input regarding the proposed actions. Please feel free
to respond in writing, or to call me at (801) 262-8700. A more formal comment period
will take place during a public hearing in late Spring of 2007 when a Draft NEPA
document is available for review. You may also find it useful and informative to visit the
project website at: www.udot.utah.gov/sr-12

Thank you for your interest and attention to this important project.





SCOPING STRATEGY

Initial Project Scoping (10/18-19/2004)
This early scoping event was conducted for the purpose of identifying general corridor
resource issues, policies and values, to generally inform relevant resource agencies of the
project concepts, and to kickoff the project environmental process. Resource Agency
Invitees/Attendees included:

U.S. BLM / GSENM – Director (Hunsaker) Scenic SR-12 Byway Committee (Angus, et al)
U.S. BLM / GSENM – (Sorenson/Chapman) Anasazi State Park – Director (Nelson)
U.S. BLM / GSENM – Planner (Wolf) U.S. EPA – NEPA Coordinator (Lebow)
U.S. DA/NRCS – Conservationist (Gillen) U.S. DA/USFS – Dixie NF (Schulkoski)
U.S. FWS – Field Ecologist (Herrmann) U.S. Army COE – Reg. Chief (McNure)
U.S.G.S. – State Office (Lambert) U.S. BOR – Reg. Director (Gold)
Utah DNR – Ex. Director (Morgan) Utah DNR – Habitat Mgr. (Bonebrake)
Utah DNR – Parks Director (Tullius) Utah DNR – Forestry Dir. (Buehler)
Utah DNR – Water Rights (Williamson) Utah SITLA – Director (Brown)
Utah DEQ – Ex. Dir. (Nielson) Utah Water Quality Div. – Mgr. (Rushing)
Utah Air Quality Div. – Dir. (Sprott) Utah Div. of S&HW – Dir. (Downs)
Utah Div. of Parks – (Shakespeare) State Historic Preservation Office (general)

Final Project Scoping (1//2007)
As the Environmental Assessment is now in preparation, final resource agency contacts
were determined to be appropriate, for the purpose of residual scoping of resource issues.
The reasons for this two-step process are twofold: specifics regarding the proposed
actions are now more fully known and, approximately two years has passed since the
initial scoping event. The agencies and individuals that should be re-contacted for this
purpose include those agencies who have previously expressed interest or jurisdiction.
These agencies (listed above) will receive an invitation to provide additional comment, in
the form of a letter/information packet.
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Paul Chapman 
U.S. BLM/GSENM 
190 E. Center Street 
Kanab, UT 84741 

Mike Nelson 
Anasazi State Park 
P.O. Box 1453 
Boulder, UT 84716 

Sylvia Gillen 
U.S. DA/NRCS 
125 S. State, Rm. 8301 
Salt Lake, UT 84138 
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U.S. EPA 
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UDOT 
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Salt Lake, UT 84104 

Betsy Herrmann 
U.S. FWS 
2369 W. Orton Circle, Ste. 50 
West Valley City, UT 84119-2047  

Edward Woolford 
FHWA 
2520 W. 4700 S., Ste. A 
Salt Lake, UT 84118-1847 

Patrick M. Lambert 
U.S.G.S 
2329 W. Orton Circle, Ste. 50 
West Valley City, UT 84119-2047 

Randall Taylor 
UDOT 
1345 S. 350 W.  
Richfield, UT 84701 

Bruce Bonebrake 
Utah DNR 
P.O. Box 606 
Cedar City, UT 84720-0606 

Monte Aldridge 
UDOT 
1345 S. 350 W. 
Richfield, UT 84701 

Chuck Williamson 
Utah DNR 
P.O. Box 146300 
Salt Lake, UT 84114-6300 

Caroline Wright 
Resource Development Coord. Council 
P.O. Box 141103 
Salt Lake, UT 84114-1103 

Kevin Carter 
Utah Trust Lands 
675 E. 500 S., Ste. 500 
Salt Lake, UT 84102 

Steve Roberts 
USACE 
321 N. Mall Drive, Ste. L101 
St. George, UT 84790-7310 

Dianne Nielson 
Utah Dept. of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 144810 
Salt Lake, UT 84114-4870 

Rick Sprott 
Utah Division of Air Quality 
150 S. 1950 W. 
Salt Lake, UT 84116 

Tom Rushing 
Utah Division of Water Quality 
P.O. Box 144870 
Salt Lake, UT 84114-4870 

Aaron Farmer 
Utah State Parks and Recreation 
P.O. Box 180069 
Cannonville, UT 84718 
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February 27, 2007 
 
 
Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) 
Attention:  Tyler Robirds, P.E., Project Manager 
SR-12 Improvements – Escalante to Boulder, Utah 
State Project No. STP-0012(8)60E 
 
Dear Mr. Robirds: 
 
The Utah Division of Water Quality staff has reviewed the referenced 
information and map.  It is our opinion that applicable water quality 
standards may be violated unless appropriate Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) are incorporated to minimize the erosion-sediment load to Calf 
Creek or any adjacent waters during project activities and operation of the 
facilities.  We strongly recommend that appropriate water quality parameters 
be monitored for effectiveness of sediment control and other applicable 
BMPs. 
 
Potential impacts from runoff during construction or during long-term 
operation of the road may include the degradation of water quality, increased 
quantities and intensities of peak flows, channel erosion, flooding, and 
geomorphologic deterioration that may directly or indirectly cause an 
inability of streams to achieve ecological balance and retain their designated 
beneficial uses.  Emphasis in design should avoid concentration of storm 
water to fewer drainage locations.  The intent should be to allow or mimic the 
natural flow patterns to the degree possible. 
 
The Division of Water Quality requests the following conditions be included 
in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), as follows: 
 

1. Whenever an applicant causes the water turbidity in an adjacent 
surface water to increase by 10 NTU’s or if there is any visible 
increase in turbidity as a direct result of the project, the applicant shall 
notify the Division of Water Quality. 

 
2. The applicant shall not use any fill material which may leach organic 

chemicals (e.g., discarded asphalt) or nutrients (e.g., phosphate rock) 
into the receiving water. 

 
3. Applicant shall protect any potentially affected fish spawning areas. 
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4. Apply for a stream alteration permit from Utah Division of Water Rights. 
 

5. The following permits from our Division are required during the construction phase of the 
project: 

 
a. Construction activities that grade one acre or more per common plan are required 

to obtain coverage under the Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(UPDES) Storm Water General Permit for Construction Activities, Permit No. 
UTR100000.  The permit requires the development of a storm water pollution 
prevention plan to be implemented and updated from the commencement of any 
grading activities at the site until final stabilization of the project.  A fact sheet 
describing the permit requirements and application procedures is located on our 
web site waterquality.utah.gov. 

 
b. Dewatering activities, if necessary during the construction, may require coverage 

under the UPDES General Permit for Construction Dewatering, Permit No. 
UTG070000.  The permit requires water quality monitoring every two weeks to 
ensure that the pumped water is meeting permit effluent limitations, unless the 
water is managed on the construction site. 

 
6. In addition to these permitting requirements, the Division of Water Quality requires the 

submission of plan elements for permanent storm water runoff control and treatment.  The 
plan should include BMPs that will include the replacement of disturbed vegetation with 
native plants and a buffer strip along the road to filter petroleum, sediments and other 
contaminants from entering waters of the State.   

 
Thank you for the opportunity to partner with UDOT on this project.  If you have any 
questions, please contact Shelly Quick at (801) 538-6516.   
 

 
File: squick\wp\401 certification projects\UDOT  Esacante to Bounlder Road Project 
Squick\401 certification \EA scoping comments\SR 12. 
 























































Clayton, Andrea

From: Clayton, Andrea

Sent: Monday, March 17, 2008 4:58 PM

To: Carlos Machado

Cc: Betsy Skinner; Randall Taylor; Brenda Redwing; Jones, Laynee

Subject: SR-12 Escalante to Boulder EA: Section 4(f) de minimis finding

Attachments: FHWA_DeMinimis_Finding.pdf

Page 1 of 1

3/24/2008

Carlos,

This email is to document a change to the proposed action for the SR-12 Escalante to Boulder Environmental
Assessment in relation to the Section 4(f) de minimis impact finding. UDOT recommended that a Section 4(f) de
minimis finding be approved by FHWA for the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument in a letter from
Randall Taylor to Walter Waidelich dated November 20, 2007 (attached). FHWA concurred with the de minimis
finding on November 29, 2007.

Subsequent to FHWA concurrence, the following items have been removed from the proposed action:

1. Title 23 right-of-way federal land transfer for three stockpile sites at MP 69.0, MP 79.8, and MP 82.9
2. Construction of westbound slow vehicle turnout at MP 69.0

It is our understanding that the de minimis finding still applies for this project because the impact to the Grand
Staircase-Escalante National Monument will be less than what is documented in the attached concurrence letter.
Therefore, we will not be sending out a revised de minimis concurrence letter. Please do not hesitate to contact
me if you have any questions or comments.

Thank you,

Andrea Clayton, P.E.
LOCHNER
310 East 4500 South, Suite 600
Salt Lake City, UT 84107
p: (801) 262-8700
f: (801) 262-8885
AClayton@HWLochner.com
www.HWLochner.com
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Dickerson, Trisina

From: Paul_Chapman@blm.gov
Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2008 12:08 PM
To: Clayton, Andrea
Subject: Fw: SR-12 Escalante to Boulder: record on file for interpretation of WSA boundary MP 72 to 

MP 73

Attachments: 2007-11-26 SR 12 question.pdf; BLM_WSA_Boundary_Maps_with_Improvements.pdf

2007-11-26 SR 12 
question.pdf ...

BLM_WSA_Boundar
y_Maps_with_Imp...

Andrea:

I think this memo from Edd Franz clarifies the situation regarding the WSA boundary 
discrepancy (powerline vs. highway) in the area south of the Boynton Overlook.  To 
summarize I think the Monument will support the position that the powerline was intended 
to be the WSA boundary here rather than the highway for the reasons Edd explains below. 
The area is depicted on the map Edd attached to his e-mail.

Hope this helps.

----- Forwarded by Paul Chapman/CCDO/UT/BLM/DOI on 01/08/2008 11:49 AM
-----
                                                                           
             Edd                                                           
             Franz/MOFO/CO/BLM                                             
             /DOI                                                       To 
                                       Paul Chapman/CCDO/UT/BLM/DOI@BLM    
             12/10/2007 09:30                                           cc 
             AM                        Raymond Lee/CCDO/UT/BLM/DOI@BLM     
                                                                   Subject 
                                       Re: Fw: SR-12 Escalante to Boulder: 
                                       record on file for interpretation   
                                       of WSA boundary MP 72 to MP 73      
                                       (Document link: Paul Chapman)       
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           

Paul,

Dave Mermejo contacted me about this around Nov 25 or 26, 2007, so there would not be a 
record over there.  I was involved with this at GSENM, and I went on the tour with 
Lochner, so I still feel comfortable addressing the question.

The best I can figure, by looking at the maps and the relationship of the WSA boundary and
the location of the smaller (distribution?) powerline is that between Head of the Rocks 
and Boynton Overlook (locally known as the
"camelback") the boundary was intended to follow the powerline, rather than the mapped 
boundary.  I believe that this is a mapping error.  When I look at the southern part of 
the "sliver in question" I can see that the angle that the mapped boundary takes as it 
departs from the highway is parallel with the powerline, but offset somewhat.  Other than 
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the powerline, there is no other feature in that area to use as a boundary.  This further 
leads me to think that the powerline was the intended boundary.

It does get a bit fuzzy as you continue along that same mapped boundary toward the south 
and west.  At some point, it departs from the powerline and begins to contour the rim of 
the Escalante Gorge.  So, I'm unsure how to interpret that.  That part, however, does not 
come into play with the
SR-12 project.

Regarding the other sliver referenced in the attached maps -- the sliver next to the 
highway just south of Calf Creek Campground -- I don't see any evidence that the boundary 
was intended to follow  the powerline there.  It may very well have been an oversight, but
there's nothing that leads me to think it was a mapping error.

Here's a crude map that I sent to Dave Mermejo last month: (See attached
file: 2007-11-26 SR 12 question.pdf)

Feel free to follow up with me if you need to.  Hope all's well with you, and blow a kiss 
to that beautiful monument for me.

Edd Franz
Outdoor Recreation Planner
Gunnison Gorge National Conservation Area Uncompahgre Field Office Montrose, Colorado
(970) 240-5337

There is a time for all things. Think a moment how many multitudes of animal tribes we 
ourselves have destroyed; look upon the snow that appears
today-- tomorrow it is water. Listen to the dirge of the dry leaves that were green and 
vigorous but a few moons before! We are part of that life and it seems our time has come.

 -- Spotted Tail, Lakota

                                                                           
             Paul                                                          
             Chapman/CCDO/UT/B                                             
             LM/DOI                                                     To 
                                       Edd Franz/MOFO/CO/BLM/DOI@BLM       
             12/10/2007 08:37                                           cc 
             AM                                                            
                                                                   Subject 
                                       Fw: SR-12 Escalante to Boulder:     
                                       record on file for interpretation   
                                       of WSA boundary MP 72 to MP 73      
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           

This e-mail indicates you know of a record regarding the power line mentioned.  Do you 
know where this record would be.  Sue and I looked in the file here and Bodie looked in 
Escalante and we can't come up with it.
Any suggestions?
----- Forwarded by Paul Chapman/CCDO/UT/BLM/DOI on 12/10/2007 08:34 AM
-----
                                                                           
             "Clayton, Andrea"                                             
             <aclayton@hwlochn                                             
             er.com>                                                    To 
                                       "Paul Chapman"                      
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             12/06/2007 01:04          <Paul_Chapman@BLM.gov>              
             PM                                                         cc 
                                       "Dave Mermejo"                      
                                       <dave_mermejo@blm.gov>, "Robirds,   
                                       Tyler" <trobirds@hwlochner.com>,    
                                       "Jones, Laynee"                     
                                       <ljones@hwlochner.com>              
                                                                   Subject 
                                       SR-12 Escalante to Boulder: record  
                                       on file for interpretation of WSA   
                                       boundary MP 72 to MP 73             
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           

Paul,

I just spoke with Dave Mermejo regarding the interpretation of the WSA boundary on the 
west side of SR-12 between MP 72 and MP 73 (south of Boynton Overlook).  This is the area 
shown on p. 3 of the attached maps.

Dave spoke with Edd Franz.  Both agree the intent was to place the WSA boundary on the 
west side of the western power line.  The boundary should have been drawn that way on the 
WSA maps (not adjacent to SR-12).  This western power line should define the WSA boundary 
(not SR-12 edge of
disturbance) until north of the Escalante River crossing.  Dave said there should be a 
record on file at the Monument from Edd regarding this.

Can you verify there is a record on file at the Monument?  We will state in the EA that we
have coordinated this boundary with BLM/Monument and the WSA boundary should be on the 
west side of the western power line (so the slow vehicle turnout at MP 72.5 is not inside 
a WSA).

Also, Dave said he was going to get in touch with the woman (retired BLM) who worked on 
the WSA boundaries regarding the small power line that terminates at the Calf Creek 
Recreation Area.  Dave will attempt to determine if the intent was to include this power 
line within the WSA or if the WSA boundary should be on the west side of this power line 
where it is west of SR-12 (approximately MP 74.5 to MP 75).  This area is shown on p. 4 of
the attached maps.  Is there anything on file with the Monument at this location?

Thanks for your help,

Andrea

Andrea Clayton, P.E.
LOCHNER
310 East 4500 South, Suite 600
Salt Lake City, UT 84107
p: (801) 262-8700
f: (801) 262-8885
AClayton@HWLochner.com

www.HWLochner.com
 (See attached file: BLM_WSA_Boundary_Maps_with_Improvements.pdf)



Approximate location of smaller electrical line.

This is the strip in question.  
It looks to me like the WSA 
boundary was intended to 
follow the powerline here.
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#2: westbound slow vehicle turnout at milepost 64.4 (Figure 2.8 in EA Chapter 2)No WSA near proposed improvement
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Sticky Note
#3: westbound slow vehicle turnout  at MP 69.9 (Figure 2.9 in EA Chapter 2)WSA on opposite side of road from proposed turnout
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Sticky Note
#4: widen pavement at narrow curve at milepost 71.0 (Figure 2.17 in EA Chapter 2)WSA on opposite side of road from proposed widening
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aclayton
Sticky Note
#5: eastbound slow vehicle turnout at MP 71.7  (Figure 2.10 in EA Chapter 2)Proposed turnout is between SR-12 and large power line that delineates WSA boundary



aclayton
Sticky Note
#5: eastbound slow vehicle turnout at MP 71.7  (Figure 2.10 in EA Chapter 2)Proposed turnout is between SR-12 and large power line that delineates WSA boundary
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Sticky Note
#6: westbound slow vehicle turnout at MP 72.5  (Figure 2.11 in EA Chapter 2)Proposed turnout is between SR-12 and small power line shown on this map as a dashed line that is inside the WSA.  This is the area we spoke with Edd Franz about in the field and followed up with him after.  He said this sliver had been withdrawn from WSA and we should not have a problem with this improvement.
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Sticky Note
This small powerline is inside the WSA.  If the sliver between the powerline and SR-12 was withdrawn from WSA (according to Edd Franz it was) the WSA boundary would be on the west side of the small powerline instead of adjacent to SR-12.  Is this true?
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Text Box
Sliver in question between small power line and SR-12
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Sticky Note
This small powerline is inside the WSA.  If the sliver between the powerline and SR-12 was withdrawn from WSA the WSA boundary would be on the west side of the small powerline instead of adjacent to SR-12.  Is this true?
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Sticky Note
#7: replace Calf Creek Bridge MP 74.5  (Figure 2.3 in EA Chapter 2)WSA boundary is west of berm on west side of Calf Creek.  Impacts from proposed bridge replacement are to the north and east and are not inside the WSA.
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Sticky Note
#8:stabilize roadway MP 74.5  (Figure 2.4 in EA Chapter 2)WSA is west of SR-12.  Impacts from proposed widening are to the east and are not inside the WSA.
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Sticky Note
#9: improve intersection at Calf Creek Recreation Area MP 75.0 (Figure 2.16 in EA Chapter 2)WSA is west of Calf Creek Recreation Area access road.  Impacts from proposed widening are to the east and are not inside the WSA.
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Sticky Note
#10: stabilize roadside barrier MP 75.4(Figures 2.5 and 2.6 in EA Chapter 2)WSA is west of SR-12.  Two options are under consideration at this location (retaining wall on the west side of SR-12 or blasting to the east side of SR-12).  If the retaining wall option is selected, it will have to be constructed from above.  Neither option would impact the WSA.
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Sticky Note
#11: eastbound slow vehicle turnout MP 76.2 (Figure 2.12 in EA Chapter 2)No WSA near proposed improvement.
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Sliver in question between small power line and SR-12
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Sticky Note
#12: stabilize roadside barrier MP 77.5 to MP 77.7 (Figure 2.7 in EA Chapter 2)WSA boundary is west of SR-12.  Impacts from proposed improvement are to the east and not inside WSA.



aclayton
Sticky Note
#13: eastbound slow vehicle turnout MP 79.5 (Figure 2.13 in EA Chapter 2)WSA boundary is east of large power line.  Proposed improvement is between SR-12 and large power line.
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aclayton
Sticky Note
#14: westbound slow vehicle turnout MP 83.0 (Figure 2.14 in EA Chapter 2)No WSA near proposed improvement.





Clayton, Andrea

From: Clayton, Andrea

Sent: Monday, March 17, 2008 4:58 PM

To: Carlos Machado

Cc: Betsy Skinner; Randall Taylor; Brenda Redwing; Jones, Laynee

Subject: SR-12 Escalante to Boulder EA: Section 4(f) de minimis finding

Attachments: FHWA_DeMinimis_Finding.pdf

Page 1 of 1

3/24/2008

Carlos,

This email is to document a change to the proposed action for the SR-12 Escalante to Boulder Environmental
Assessment in relation to the Section 4(f) de minimis impact finding. UDOT recommended that a Section 4(f) de
minimis finding be approved by FHWA for the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument in a letter from
Randall Taylor to Walter Waidelich dated November 20, 2007 (attached). FHWA concurred with the de minimis
finding on November 29, 2007.

Subsequent to FHWA concurrence, the following items have been removed from the proposed action:

1. Title 23 right-of-way federal land transfer for three stockpile sites at MP 69.0, MP 79.8, and MP 82.9
2. Construction of westbound slow vehicle turnout at MP 69.0

It is our understanding that the de minimis finding still applies for this project because the impact to the Grand
Staircase-Escalante National Monument will be less than what is documented in the attached concurrence letter.
Therefore, we will not be sending out a revised de minimis concurrence letter. Please do not hesitate to contact
me if you have any questions or comments.

Thank you,

Andrea Clayton, P.E.
LOCHNER
310 East 4500 South, Suite 600
Salt Lake City, UT 84107
p: (801) 262-8700
f: (801) 262-8885
AClayton@HWLochner.com
www.HWLochner.com



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Preserving America’s Heritage 
 
 
April 30, 2008 
 
Ms. Betsy Skinner 
Environmental Manager 
Department of Transportation 
Calvin L. Rampton Complex 
4501 South 2700 West 
Salt Lake City, Utah   84119-5998 
 
Ref: Proposed SR 12 Transportation Project (Escalante to Boulder)  
 Garfield County, Utah  
 
Dear Ms. Skinner: 
 
On April 10, 2008 the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) received your notification 
regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking.  Based upon the information you provided, 
we have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual Section 
106 Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not apply to 
this undertaking.  Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to resolve 
adverse effects is needed.  However, if we receive a request for participation from the Utah State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, affected Indian tribe, a consulting 
party, or other party, we may reconsider this decision.  Additionally, should circumstances change, and 
you determine that our participation is needed to conclude the consultation process, please notify us. 
 
Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Programmatic Agreement (PA), 
developed in consultation with the Utah SHPO, and related documentation with the ACHP at the 
conclusion of the consultation process.  The filing of the PA with the ACHP is required in order to 
complete the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
 
Thank you for providing us with your notification of adverse effect.  If you have any questions or require 
further assistance, please contact Katry Harris at 202-606-8520 or kharris@achp.gov.
 
Sincerely, 

 
LaShavio Johnson 
Historic Preservation Technician 
Federal Permitting, Licensing and Assistance Section 
Office of Federal Agency Programs 
 
 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
 

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 803 • Washington, DC  20004 
Phone:202-606-8503 • Fax: 202-606-8647 • achp@achp.gov • www.achp.gov

mailto:achp@achp.gov
http://www.achp.gov/


U.S. Department                                  Utah Division 
Of Transportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration

2520 West 4700 South, Ste. 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT  84118-1847 

 July 24, 2008 

File: STP-0012(8)60E
Ms. Selma Sierra 
State Director 
Bureau of Land Management 
PO Box 45155 
Salt Lake City, UT 84145-0155 

SUBJECT:  SR-12 Escalante to Boulder, Environmental Assessment 
  Project #: STP-0012(8)60E 
  Request for response to right-of-way approach with WSAs 

Dear Ms. Sierra: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) 
and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) have been cooperating on the Environmental 
Assessment (EA) for SR-12 from Escalante to Boulder since the fall of 2004. Under the direction 
of the U.S. Congress to streamline NEPA, FHWA strives to complete EAs within 18 months. 
With the process approaching four years on the subject project, we are eager to bring this project 
to completion.  

The EA is complete and ready to publish—with one impediment. FHWA and UDOT are waiting 
for a response from BLM on how to approach the right-of-way (ROW) transfer in areas where 
wilderness study areas (WSAs) are adjacent to the road. On June 12, several possible approaches 
were discussed at a meeting attended by representatives from FHWA, UDOT, and BLM. It was 
determined at that meeting that the most desirable approach would be for BLM to consent to the 
entire requested highway appropriation. In order to do so, BLM would be required to interpret 
that the intent of the WSA boundaries was to set them at the ROW line as shown on 1983 
drawings UDOT submitted to BLM. The recently completed ROW drawings prepared by UDOT 
would be considered a refinement of the 1983 drawings—a more accurate representation of what 
is on the ground due to advances in technology. This approach would clarify the “edge of 
disturbance” definition for ROW and WSAs that has created difficulties for all agencies 
involved.

We request a face-to-face meeting to discuss your response as soon as possible. The following 
are some possible dates and times that work for us:  Aug. 5th, from 1:00 pm to 4:00 pm or Aug 
6th from 1:00 pm to 4:00 pm.  Our goal is to have the document submitted for public review by 
Friday, August 8, 2008, with BLM’s approval. 



You may contact me directly at bryan.cawley@dot.gov or 801-963-0078 #241 to confirm the 
date, time, and location of the meeting. 

Thank you for your attention to this project and we look forward to meeting you in person. 

Respectfully, 

     Bryan Cawley, PE 
        Assistant Division Administrator 

cc: Monte Aldridge, UDOT Region 4, Project Manager 
 Betsy Skinner, UDOT Central Environmental 
 Mike DeKeyrel, BLM Salt Lake 
 Rusty Lee, BLM Escalante 

Digitally signed by Bryan Cawley 
DN: cn=Bryan Cawley, o=FHWA, 
ou=Utah Division, email=bryan.
cawley@dot.gov, c=US 
Date: 2008.07.24 16:35:56 -06'00'



MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION, UTAH DIVISION, 
THE GRAND STAIRCASE-ESCALANTE NATIONAL MONUMENT AND 

THE UTAH STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

Invited Signatories Include 

THE UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Concurring Parties Include 

THE PAIUTE INDIAN TRIBE OF UTAH 

REGARDING THE SR-12; ESCALANTE TO BOULDER PROJECT NO. STP-0012(8)60E 

WHEREAS, the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway 
Administration, Utah Division (FHWA) is proposing to utilize federal funds to make improvements at 
several locations along SR-12 between Escalante and Boulder, Garfield County, Utah. The project 
includes the following: 

1. Right-of-way federal lands transfer (MP 68.9 to 83.1) 
2. Calf Creek Bridge Replacement (MP 74.5) 
3. Roadway andlor roadside stabilization at three locations (MP 74.8, 75.4, and 77.5 to 77.7) 
4. Slow vehicle turnout co~~structio~~ at seven locations (eastbound at MP 71.7, 76.2, 79.5, and 

westbound at MP 69.0,69.9, 72.5, and 83.0) 
5. Intersection iinprovernents at Hole-in-the-Rock Road (MP 64.4) and Calf Creek Recreation Area 

(MP 75.0), and 
6. Curve widening at MP 7 1.0 

WHEREAS, the FHWA, acting as lead agency for implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, has determined that co~~structio~~ of the STP-00 12(8)60E, SR-12 Escalante to Boulder 
Project will adversely affect archaeological site 42GA5647, and has consulted with the Utah State Historic 
Preservation Oficer (USHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Council) pursuant to 36 
CFR 800.5(a), regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C 
4700; and 

WHEREAS, the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument, managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) is also proposing to construct the Hogsbaclc Day Use Recreation Facility (Recreation 
Facility) adjacent to SR-12 at approxi~nately MP 80 on New Home Bench south of the town of Boulder, 
Garfield County, Utah; and 

WHEREAS, the BLM has determined that construction of the recreation facility will also adversely effect 
archaeological site 42GA5647; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(b)(l)(iv), the signatories have developed this Memorandum of 
Agreement (Agreement) in order to establish an efficient and effective means of resolving adverse effects 
that will be caused by both projects; and 

WHEREAS, the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is cooperating with the FHWA in 



implementation of the undertalting and has been invited to participate in this Agreement as an invited 
signatory; and 

WHEREAS, FHWA has consulted with the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah (PITU) for which 42GA5647 11as 
religious and/or cultural significance, and has invited the PITU to sign this Agreement as a concurring 
party; and 

WHEREAS, FHWA has consulted with the Hopi Tribe, the Kanosh Band of Paiute Indians, the Shivwits 
Band of Paiute Indians, and the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians, for which 42GA5647 has religious and/or 
cultural significance, and has invited the Tribes to sign this Agreement as concurring parties and none have 
chosen to participate; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with 36 C.F.R. Ej 800.6(a)(l), FHWA has notified the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP) of its adverse effect determination with specified documentation and the 
ACHP has chosen not to participate in the consultation pursuant to 36 CFR Ej 800.6(a)(l)(iii); and 

NOW, THEREFORE, the FHWA and the USHPO agree that the undertaking shall be implemented in 
accordance with the following stipulations in order to talte into account the effect of the undertaking on 
historic properties. 

STIPULATIONS 

FHWA shall ensure that the following measures are carried out: 

I. Mitigation for potential adverse effects to archaeological site 42GA5647 will include one or more of 
the following measures, to be jointly irnplelnented by the FHWA and BLM: 

a) Development of an interpretive exhibit at the day use recreation facility that presents elements 
of human prehistory germane to the area. 

b) Construction of an elevated boardwalk trail to minimize damage to the site from pedestrian 
traffic. 

c) Excavation of part or all of the site 

The determination of whicl~ measure will be implemented and how it will be implemented will be made 
before construction begins of either the SR-12 Improvement Project (UDOT) or the Hogsbaclc Day Use 
Recreation Facility. Consultation will be conducted for the selected measure, including consultation with 
the consulting parties to this Agreement and the public. 

11. REPORTING: The FHWA shall ensure that anyla11 reports on activities carried out pursuant to 
this agreement are provided to the USHPO and the signatories to this MOA, and upon request, to any other 
interested parties. 

111. NAGPRA: In the event that human remains are encountered within the project's area of potential 
effects, the FHWA will comply with the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) 
of 1990 (25 U.S.C. 3001 et seq), as amended. 

IV. DISCOVERIES: In accordance with 36 CFR 800.1 1(a) and (b) (I), the F I W A  and the UDOT is 



providing for the protection, evaluation, and treatment of any historic property discovered before or during 
construction. The UDOT CSI 01355 - Environmental Protection Part 1.13, Discovery of Historic, 
Arcl~aeological, and Paleontological Resources (Appendix A), applies to this project, stipulating instructions to 
the colltractor for the protection of any discovery in the course of construction. Specifically, upon discovery, 
construction operations shall be immediately stopped in the vicinity and the Engineer shall be verbally notified 
of the nature and exact locations of the findings. The Contractor shaIl not damage the discovered objects and 
shall provide written confirmation of the discovery to the Engineer within two (2) calendar days. The Engineer 
will inform the Contsactor when the restriction is terminated, with written confirmation following within two 
(2) calendar days. 

Should a discovery occur, the FHWA/UDOT will consult with the USHPO, the concurring parties and other 
affected1 interested parties in accordance with 36 CFR 800.1 l(b)(2)(ii) toward developing and implementing 
an appropriate treatment plan before resurning construction. 

V. PERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS: The FHWA shall ensure that all work carried out pursuant to this 
agreement is completed by or under the direct supelvision of a person or persons meeting or exceeding the 
Secretary ofthe Interior's Historic Preservation Professional QzlaliJication Standardsfor Archaeology (3 6 
CFR 61 Appendix A). 

VI. DISPUTE RESOLUTION: Should the USHPO object within 30 days to any plans, findings, or data 
provided for review pursuant to this agreement, the FHWA shall consult with them to resolve the objection. If 
the FHWA determines that the objection cannot be resolved, the FHWA shall forward all documentation 
relevant to the dispute to the Council. Within 30 days after receipt of all pertinent documentation, the Council 
will either: 

a) provide the FHWA with recommendations, which the FHWA will talte into account in reachu~g a 
final decision regarding the dispute; or 

b) notify the FHWA that it will comment pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(b), and proceed to comment. 
Any Council cornrnent provided in response to such a request will be taken into account by 
FHWA in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(~)(2) with reference to the subject of the dispute. 

VII. AMENDMENTS: Any pasty to this Agreernent may request that it be amended, whereupon the 
parties will consult in accordance with 36CFR800.6(~)(7) to consider such amendment. The amendment 
will be effective on the date a copy signed by all of the signatories is filed with the ACHP. 

VIII. TERMINATION: Any pasty to this Agreement may terminate it by providing thirty (30) days notice to 
the other parties, provided that the parties will consult during the period prior to termination to seek agreement 
on amendments or other actions that would avoid termination. If the Agreernent is not amended, any signatory 
may terminate it. The FHWA will either execute a Memorandum of Agreernent with signatories under 36 
CFR800.6(c)(l) or request the comments ofthe Council under Section 800.7(a). The FHWA shall notify the 
signatories as to the course of action it will pursue. 

IX. COPIES: The FHWA will provide each consulting party with a copy of any Memorandum of 
Agreernent executed pursuant to stipulations VII and VIII. 

X .  REVIEW OF IMPLEMENTATION: If any of the stipulations above have not been implemented by 
December 3 1,2009 the parties to this Agreement shall determine whether revisions are needed. If revisions 
are needed, the parties to this agreement will consult in accordance with 36 CFR 800 to make such revisions. 



Execution of this Memorandum of Agreement by the FHWA, BLM and the USHPO, and implementation 
of its terms evidence that the FHWA has afforded the Council an opportunity to comment on the STP- 
0012(8)60E, SR-12 Escalante to Boulder Project and its effects on historic properties, and that the FHWA 
has talcen into account the effects of the undertaking on historic properties. 



APPENDIX A 

UDOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS 
SECTION 01355; 1.13 

DISCOVERY 



SECTION 0 1355 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

1.13 DISCOVERY OF HISTORICAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, OR PALEONTOLOGICAL 
OBJECTS, FEATURES, SITES, HUMAN REMAINS, OR MIGRATORY AVIAN SPECIES 

A. Immediately suspend constructioll operations in the vicinity (minimum 100-ft buffer 
around the perimeter) of the discovery if a suspected historic, archaeological, or 
paleontological item, feature, or site is encountered, or if suspected human remains are 
encountered. 

B. Verbally notify the Engineer of the nature and exact location of the findings. 

C. The Engineer contacts the UDOT Region staff archaeologist, who will assess the nature of 
the discovery and determine the necessary course of action. 

D. Notif) the Engineer who in turn notifies the Region Environmental Manager and the 
UDOT Wildlife Biologist if bats or migratory birds are discovered on structures. 
1. Coordinate to determine the necessary course of action. 

E. Protect the discovered objects or features and provide written confirmation of the 
discovery to the Engineer within two calendar days. 

F. The Engineer lteeps the Contractor informed concerning the status of the restriction. 
1. The time necessary for the Department to handle the discovered item, feature, or 

site is variable, dependent on the nature and condition of the discovered item. 
2. The Engineer will provide written confirmation when work may resume in the 

area. 



SIGNATORY: 

THE F E D P Y L  HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

Walter Waldelich, Divisioil Administrator 
Date: 1 o 



SIGNATORY: 

Date: h,L ]-,/2W$ 



SIGNATORY: 

T E  GRAND STAIRCASE-ESCALANTE NATIONAL MONUMENT 

By: /y Berlhoudt, Monument Manager 



INVITED SIGNATORY: 

NT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Nathan Lee, Region 4 Director 
Date: 403-2 



CONCURRING PARTY: 

TI* P I A ~ ~ ~ ; E  &IAN TRI!E~E OF UTAH 

By: 
Lora E.$oin, Chairwoinan 

4 

Date: ?/<b 
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Boulder Regional Group 
P O Box 1455 

Boulder, Utah  84716 
brgutah@yahoo.com 

435-335-7477 
 
INTERESTED PUBLIC NOTIFICATION and COMPLAINT 
                                                                                                           DATE: February 24, 2005 
To: Randi A. Shover with H.W. Lochner, Inc 
       310 East 4500 South, Suite 600 
       Salt Lake City, Utah 84107     (801) 262-8700      rshover@hwlochner.com 

Dear Ms. Randi Shover, 

I appreciate very much being able to finally contact you by telephone to try to understand what has 
been occurring this week and the past several months concerning the UDOT Highway 12 
Environmental Assessment (EA) being conducted within the Grand Staircase Escalante National 
Monument (GSENM). The Boulder Regional Group (BRG) is located within the project area. 

As you know, Lynne Mitchell of BRG sent an email to you earlier this week asking if there was 
some kind of a meeting being held this week in Escalante, Utah regarding this project. She did this 
after hearing a rumor that there would be a meeting. Without the rumor and a subsequent email to 
you we would still know nothing about the meeting or the formation of some kind of an advisory 
committee. Unfortunately you, nor anyone with the Lochner staff were able to check the emails 
directed to your office using your own Highway 12 website this week so BRG was never informed 
and subsequently unable to attend a meeting held right here in our own area and project location.  

There was also no information about this meeting (or formation of a committee) posted on either of 
the town bulletin boards in Escalante or Boulder, although this particular portion of the Highway 12 
project area is located between our two small towns. Lochner also failed to send out any emails to 
the public or BRG that there was a meeting although you did send an email a couple of weeks ago 
touting your website as the place for us to keep informed. Your website(s) provided no notice of any 
meetings, lists no phone contact information (so we could phone and find out about the meeting), has 
nothing about selecting any working group committee, or a process to pick or nominate members for 
the committee. The websites indicate they were “Last Updated November 24, 2004” meanwhile 
there has evidently been plenty occurring that the public should have been fully informed about.  

We have reviewed the website(s) weekly since last fall, especially the past 10 days looking and 
waiting for some kind of notification about any meetings. I personally told Ms. Mitchell that if there 
was going to be a meeting that she merely needed to monitor the website and check in-coming 
emails at brgutah@yahoo.com to know if the rumor of any meeting was true. I was wrong because I 
depended on your Notice to the Public (required by Advisory Committee regulations and NEPA) 
and/or notice to our BRG email or phone number since we have provided the information prior as 
we made it known to everyone we could that BRG is an interested public in this project. If there 
is any question as to our standing, we formally reiterate our status by way of this letter. After 
all, BRG did file comments to the GSENM EA the last time UDOT tried to blast out a section above 
Calf Creek Falls. In fact, that poorly conducted EA would have already been implemented had it not 
been for our filing an Appeal to the Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA) in conjunction with the 
Escalante Wilderness Project (EWP) to force GSENM to withdraw the EA and stop this disaster. We 
demanded then and continue to demand that UDOT and GSENM prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the entire length of the Highway 12 prior to any more piecemeal destruction of  
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our scenic natural resources. Given UDOT has already decided to reduce the project to an EA for 
only a short portion of Highway 12, we still maintain, under NEPA, it must be an EIS for the entire 
length of this designated Scenic Highway. Given the unacceptable illegality of what has already 
been occurring since this project was noticed to the public, especially formation of a working group 
and lack of public knowledge, BRG hereby informs Lochner, UDOT, and GSENM that UDOT 
needs to start again. You informed me today that the idea was to wait until later to decide if it 
should be an EA or an EIS but we are informing you and UDOT in writing that when you do 
decide, we firmly believe you must again formally place a new notice of an EIS to the public. 
UDOT, working with GSENM should have already researched the need for an EIS prior to a Notice. 

Lochner and UDOT failed to inform BRG or the local public that there was a 12 person committee 
being formed to advise UDOT on preparation for the EA/EIS. You told me today over the phone that 
an employee consultant of Lochner, Stephen Trimble was assigned to chose which environmental 
organizations would be allowed membership on the committee. You said I should call Mr. Trimble, 
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance (SUWA), and Wild Utah Project for information and input about 
the committee but when I did, no one was in their offices. Subsequently, BRG has not yet been able 
to speak with anyone but you and I will be in the field (GSENM) tomorrow (Friday) through Sunday 
so I am writing this letter and emailing it with no input from Mr. Trimble or the chosen Wasatch 
Front environmental groups. I have been designated by EWP and now decided to lead the BRG 
effort on this project and inform you now that this sort of selection process is unacceptable.  

Mr. Trimble, a paid consultant of Lochner who attended the prior UDOT open house meetings as an 
official representative, requested and was sent several months ago, photo copies of our prior above 
mentioned EA appeal and comments that halted the wrongful construction/destruction near the 
famous “Hogsback” section of highway 12 a few years ago. BRG and EWP‘s appeal was the 
primary reason there is an environmental assessment (EIS) process being conducted now.  Mr. 
Trimble knew fully of our strong continued interest but failed to ever contact us again about 
membership on the committee or this meeting. Have there been other meetings held during the past 
that were similarly not noticed to the public? It appears to us that he and others merely wanted to say 
they contacted BRG and then find other groups to avoid allowing us to have direct input in a 
working group setting. Did members of the other groups attend Open House Meetings or initially 
contact Lochner to express their interest? Were there nominations taken and what were the criteria 
for membership? BRG and EWP resent the implications that since we are not based in Salt Lake 
City, we must now be forced to work through these organizations to access information and have 
input on this important committee. It seems that all of the other members of the committee are 
proponents for growth, change, and monetary gain, whether they are state, federal, and local 
government representatives or eco-tourism proponents. BRG has been a local organization for the 
past 20 years, shown interest in these local UDOT projects yet Lochner and others apparently have 
made a unilateral decision to exclude our direct input. WUP and SUWA never filed appeals on the 
past “Hogsback” work and are not locally based yet they have already been selected to participate.    

We at BRG find all of the above to be unacceptable. More or less secret meetings not noticed to the 
public, no way to reasonably communicate to organizers—even using their websites, no notice to 
interested public, arbitrary selection of working group membership, etc. Please keep us informed of 
all decisional and non-decisional planning and other activities regarding this project. As we have 
already expressed repeatedly in the past, we particularly want to be present at any tours of the road.  

Thank You, Julian Hatch for Boulder Regional Group 

CC: EWP, UDOT, Stephen Trimble, SUWA, GSENM, (and others) 



                                                                                                                  
 

March 24, 2006 
 
 

Re: Comments on the proposed SR12 project 
Submitted jointly by the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance and the Wild Utah 
Project. 

 
Project Supervisors: 
 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to participate in the Context Sensitive 
Committee (CSC). As we understand it, the purpose of convening this committee was to 
get input from stakeholders and incorporate that input into the planning process. The 
formation of the CSC is an acknowledgement of the fact that this is no ordinary highway, 
that in fact its context was a very important aspect of its functionality.  
  

Our interest in this project falls into two categories.  
 
First, we want to make sure that no part of this project interferes with lands 

proposed for wilderness designation. A large part of SR-12 between Boulder and 
Escalante borders the Utah Wilderness Coalition’s wilderness proposal – America’s 
Redrock Wilderness Act. We are concerned that even improvements that do not 
physically infringe on the proposed wilderness lands could, nevertheless, have indirect 
impacts.  

 
We recommend that UDOT apply for a right of way for this section of SR-12 

using Title V of FLPMA.  We recommend that this right of way be 100 feet from the 
center line of the highway on either side, and that modifications from the status quo be 
minimized and be limited to those that shall increase the public’s safety along this route.   

 
Further, we recommend that improvements along SR-12 enhance the wilderness 

experience for those using backcountry within view of the highway.  For example, major 
concrete retaining walls on the Hogsback would be very visible to people walking in the 
canyons below. We would like to make sure that all necessary improvements are 
designed for low visual impact. 

 
Second, we represent many people who travel on and love this stretch of road. 

SR-12 is an experience in itself, and the section under discussion is the most memorable 
portion. People enjoy the minimal influence and harmony with this remarkable landscape 
that the character of this road today conveys.  We caution those promoting improvement 
that this character is a marked difference from the bland smoothness of the manicured, 
over engineered roads that comply with highway engineering standards. We seek to 



preserve the road’s rough edges, while still providing for the rectification of any 
problems that have proved a safety hazard. 
 Most of the options discussed by the CSC would have a fairly low impact on the 
character of the road. These include things like paving the road to the cliff base to 
provide a bike lane and putting up additional cautionary signs. More intrusive options, 
such as constructing a long bridge over the entire area or lowering the Hogsback, were 
greeted with groans from most of the CSC members. From the first day of meetings, the 
CSC held a general consensus that changes to the road should be unobtrusive. 
 The following are comments on specific topics or areas of concern. 
   
Purpose Statement: As it currently exists, the statement of purpose for the SR-12 project 
does not include the goal of “maintaining the character of the road.” However, this was 
one of the primary goals mentioned in some way by nearly every member of the CSC. It 
came out many times in notes and summaries of CSC discussions. It seems that, in 
addition to obvious purposes behind the project, maintaining the character of the road 
must be included. If the highway improvement team streamlines the road so much that it 
loses its character, they have failed in their mission.   We request, once again, that 
“maintain the character of the road” be added to the purposes. 

Each of the stated purposes for the project comes with a brief explanation of the 
context of that purpose.  We suggest adding something like the following: 

 “4: Maintain the character of the road – This section of SR-12, perhaps 
more than any other state highway, allows the traveler to cross one of 
North America’s most remarkable landscapes with a minimal roadway 
footprint.  Its narrow curves hug the landscape, brushing against sandstone 
cliffs, skirting the sirocco formations that drop below, and gracefully 
crossing the rare perennial streams of these canyons.  Some safety 
improvements are expected. However, to maintain the character of this 
roadway wherever possible modifications must occur within the area that 
is today impacted by the current highway.  There might be some 
exceptions, say for a new pullout, but the general intent is to present little 
visual change to the road as improvements are made.” 

 
Wilderness Study Areas and Proposed Wilderness Areas: The conservation 
community advocates for protection of lands included in America’s Redrock Wilderness 
Act.  For this reason, conflicting uses and new impacts, whether by road reroutes, bike 
paths, or overlooks, will be opposed. Long stretches of this part of SR-12 are bordered by 
Wilderness Study Areas, which have very specific legal protection and, for practical 
purposes, are managed as wilderness areas. Other parts of the road are bordered by the 
Utah Wilderness Coalition (UWC) wilderness proposal.  For the record, the UWC 
proposed wilderness areas are set back 100 feet from the center of the pavement for roads 
like SR-12 where no right of way exists.  For roads where a right of way exists, the 
wilderness boundary is on the edge of that highway right of way.  
 
Footprint  
A footprint is an obvious way of measuring a road’s impact. Improvements to SR-12 
should whenever possible be kept inside the current disturbed area of the road. This 
means that no significant new grading, flattening or blasting should take place. To create 
bike lanes through road cuts, for example, we should pave up to the cliff line and put 



culverts underneath the pavements, rather than blasting away sections of the cliff to 
create a new ditch. 
 
Safety Standards  
Safety is ostensibly the primary reason for road improvements. However, the data and 
analysis that this process provided concludes that the section of this road from Head of 
the Rocks to New Home Bench has fewer accidents than many other sections of SR-12, 
including those that are straighter, wider, and closer to highway engineering design 
standards.  As a law enforcement officer agreed in his presentation to the CSC, it is less 
that the road is unsafe, and more that it is perceived to be unsafe, because of its steep 
sides and sharp curves. These obvious visual cues make people slow down and drive 
more carefully, thus resulting in fewer accidents. It is the same “traffic calming” principle 
used on busy urban roads where speeding is a problem. In the case of SR-12, it is quite 
possible that making the road look safer will actually result in more accidents. We should 
therefore resist the temptation to straighten curves and flatten grades simply because they 
seem dangerous, instead relying on accident data to see what areas of the road really need 
to be ”improved.”  Anything that makes noticeable changes to the character of the road 
should be given greater scrutiny, and performed only if they are absolutely necessary for 
safety concerns. 
 Widening or straightening the road to fit AASHTO standards would not be in 
keeping with the road’s character, and is in any case not required for roads where 
extenuating circumstances, such as rugged scenery, exist. 
 A number of accidents noted in the meetings involved collisions with wildlife and 
livestock, often at night.  As this process revealed, at night, a typical car cannot drive 
faster than 45mph and see an animal soon enough to stop in time.  For this reason, a 45 
mph speed limit should be instituted in areas where large animals are often in the road at 
night. 
 Large trucks and RVs offer special problems especially on narrow roads.  In the 
curvy section of the road, we recommend that the speed limit for large vehicles be 25 
mph and that they be required to use turnouts to allow for faster vehicles to pass.  This is 
an important safety consideration for bicycles using this road. 
 
Scenic Considerations  
Improvements to this section of highway need to improve the scenic character of the 
road.  As mentioned earlier, oversized bridges, Jersey barriers, cliff cuts, and bare soil 
road cuts and fills must be avoided, and where they exist replaced with more suitable 
treatments.   Stone walls made from native materials are recommended for retaining 
walls.  An example of such retaining wall can be found on the stream side of the road 
about a quarter mile downstream from the Calf Creek Bridge.   Several options were 
presented using different sprayed concrete retaining walls.  The examples shown appear 
to be out of character with this landscape. 
 
 
Bike paths/lanes   
UDOT should generally avoid widening the curved sections of the road.   However, in 
places where bikes may block traffic by going slowly uphill, and drivers may be tempted 
to pass them unsafely (by going into the opposite lane), UDOT should pave a four-foot-
wide shoulder within the current footprint of the road.  We are opposed to cliff removal 



in order to make bicycle lanes.  Bicycle lanes should be marked and have adequate 
signage.  Here are a few more considerations when establishing uphill bicycle lanes: 

• In narrow road cuts, the pavement could be extended to the foot of the cliff, with a 
drainage pipe laid underneath the pavement to channel runoff. This obviates the 
need for blasting into the cliff and changing the character of the road. In the few 
places where the roadway is too narrow to allow for an uphill bicycle lane, signs 
are recommended that warning drivers of bikes in the road. Since these areas are 
few (and only one of them, the stretch near the Boynton Overlook, is near a steep 
curve), there should be no reason to blast out cliffs to make room for bike lanes. 

• Near the Hogsback, there are a couple of places where the road is so close to a 
steep cliff that there is very little room to widen the shoulder. In that case, UDOT 
should install a bike lane by widening the road within the current impacted area 
by use of retaining walls. These walls should be made of, or faced with, native 
stone, and can be on the upslope or downslope side of the road. If there is literally 
no room, UDOT should again install signs warning people of slow bicycles.  

• Though the Cream Seller’s route was discussed as a possible corridor for a 
separate bike path, further consideration has indicated that this is not a good idea 
for a number of reasons.  Construction of a bicycle route would significantly 
damage the historic character of this route as it exists today.  The route is 
currently quite rough, and would require extensive blasting, grading and possibly 
paving to be suitable for slippery road bike tires (most people riding SR12 
probably use tires designed for pavement rather than dirt). Furthermore, part of 
the Cream Seller route goes through the UWC’s wilderness proposal and the 
wilderness study area. UDOT would meet with significant opposition were any 
developments put into this area.  

• New Home Bench may offer an opportunity for a separate path bicycle path. If 
UDOT can keep the path within the right of way or, on the east side, between the 
road and the wilderness study area boundary, this might be a good idea. 

• There are several places where a bike lane could be installed by taking out the 
angle-of-repose piles of rubble that border the road, and instead putting in a 
retaining wall made of native stone. This would be more attractive, safer and 
relatively unobtrusive (as opposed to blasting out cliff sections to make room for 
bicycles).  

• In places, particularly in Calf Creek Canyon, where the outside slope of the road 
is already unstable rubble, a retaining wall on the uphill side of the road made of 
native stone might make the road less prone to erosion. 

• We should learn from the Highway 89 bicycle path north of Maryvale.  This 
bicycle path was oversized and out of keeping with the scenic character of the 
canyon.   The lanes are too wide and the impacted area from construction in some 
places over 150 feet wide.  A bicycle trail can be just five feet wide and curve and 
dip to fit the existing terrain and avoid trees. 

 
Passing and Turning Lanes and Turnouts 
Again, since UDOT should discourage high-speed travel on this road, they should avoid 
putting in infrastructure that facilitates it. However, since RVs tend to block the road for 
locals who aren’t there to sightsee, it may be helpful to put in a few turnouts.   Passing 
lanes were analyzed and we concluded that these would need to have a significant length 
that requires excessive disturbance.  These turnouts should be in the spots that are 



naturally flat, so that their construction does not lead to major changes in the landscape.   
Here are a couple of ideas.  There may be other locations that need to be considered: 

• New Home Bench, as the first flat spot north of Calf Creek and the Hogsback, is a 
reasonable place for a few turnouts. 

• The westernmost portion of the road, miles 61-69, is flatter, not up against a 
wilderness proposal boundary, and is long enough to allow people to pass one 
another. A warning that this is the last passing lane before a long slow section 
might be useful here.  

• The lane turning into the Calf Creek Campground is a sharp turn if the driver is 
coming in from the north. However, since this spot has not been accident-prone, a 
sign warning drivers about the curve, and maybe some additional reflectors along 
the outer edge for night drivers, should suffice. Reengineering is not necessary.  

 
Boynton Overlook 
Members of the CSC noted that the Boynton Overlook is small and awkwardly placed for 
vehicles turning into the parking lot at high speeds. Once suggestion was to blast out the 
cliff on the other side of the road, install a large parking lot with diagonal spaces, and 
paint a crosswalk to guide people across the highway.  Such a construction would be in a 
place that requires removal a lot of sandstone and pose new dangers for pedestrians 
crossing this highway on a corner. The Boynton Overlook is bracketed by steep, tight 
curves in the road on each side. It is difficult for drivers to see very far ahead in that area. 
Installing a system that forces people to walk across the road would exacerbate an already 
dangerous situation. Expanding the existing overlook on the same side might be a good 
idea as long as it does not require removing more cliff.  
 
Head-of-the-Rocks curve 
There was one proposal to cut through the small curve above Head-of-the-Rocks to 
increase the design speed of the roadway just as it enters the switchbacks section.  
Accident data does not support this change.  Improved signing, rumble strips, and speed 
transition zones make more sense. 
 
Calf Creek Bridge 
UDOT engineers are worried that the Calf Creek Bridge is situated in such a way that the 
creek is eating away at the pilings and making it unsafe. If this bridge is redesigned and 
placed differently, we ask that the bridge remain within the footprint now occupied by the 
road, and to the greatest extent possible blend in with the landscape.  The bridge that now 
crosses the Escalante River is a good example of construction that is not within the 
character of the land and current highway.  The new Escalante River bridge is 
excessively high, wide, visually dominated by wide unneeded paved shoulders, Jersey 
barriers, and high embankments. For the Calf Creek Bridge, UDOT must first try 
reinforcing the embankment, and only replace the bridge if it is unstable and not meeting 
vehicle weight requirements.  
 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to make comments on proposed SR-12 
improvements. We look forward to participating in the NEPA process. Please continue to 
send updates, as well as any future NEPA documents, to the addresses below. If you have 



further questions, contact Liz Thomas at SUWA, 435-259-5440, or Jim Catlin at the Wild 
Utah Project, 801-328-3550. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Laurel Hagen                                         Jim Catlin 
SUWA                                                   Wild Utah Project  
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U.S. Department Of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 

Utah Division 
2520 West 4700 South, Ste. 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT  84118-1847 

  
January 9, 2007 

 
 

 
Project: STP-0012(8)60E  

 
 
Ms. Dorena Martineau 
Cultural Resource Representative 
Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah 
440 North Paiute Drive 
Cedar City, Utah 84720 
 
SUBJECT:  SR-12 Improvements, Escalante to Boulder, Utah 
        Request to be a Consulting Party  
 
Ms. Martineau: 
 
Thank you for your letter of April 29, 2005 requesting status as a consulting party in regards to the 
SR-12 Improvements project between Escalante and Boulder, Utah.  At the time you were initially 
notified, specific improvements had not been identified.  The purpose of this letter is to notify you 
of those projects now identified and their corresponding areas (see enclosed map).  Following is the 
list of proposed actions for detailed evaluation in the Environmental Assessment:   
 

1. Obtain right-of-way where it is currently defined by RS-2477 (MP 68.9 to MP 83.1). 
 
2. Replace Calf Creek Bridge (MP 74.5).  
 
3. Stabilize roadway where embankment is currently supported by W-beam (MP 74.8), and at 

locations where existing barrier is not properly supported (MP 75.4, MP 77.5-77.7). 
 

4. Provide turnouts. (Evaluate eastbound turnouts at MP 71.7, 76.2, 79.5; evaluate westbound 
turnouts at MP 69.0, 69.9, 72.5, 83.0) 

 
5. Improve intersections at Hole-in-the-Rock Road (MP 64.4) and Calf Creek Recreation Area 

(MP 75.0). 
 

6. Widen curve known as “the Tank” (MP 71.0). 
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U.S. Department Of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 

Utah Division 
2520 West 4700 South, Ste. 9A 
Salt Lake City, UT  84118-1847 

  
January 17, 2007 

 
 Project: STP-0012(8)60E 
 
 
Mr. Glenn Rogers 
Shivwits Band, Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah 
370 North 400 West #2 
St. George, Utah 84770 
 
SUBJECT:  SR-12, Escalante to Boulder, Garfield County, Utah 
        Request to be a Consulting Party  
 
Dear Mr. Rogers, 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Utah Department of Transportation 
(UDOT) is in the process of developing a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document 
that will assess impacts of potential improvements to SR-12 between Escalante and Boulder, 
Utah (see enclosed map).  A letter was sent initially notifying your office of this project on April 
5, 2005.  At that time, specific improvements had not yet been identified.  Following is the list of 
proposed actions for detailed evaluation in the Environmental Assessment:   
 

1. Obtain right-of-way where it is currently defined by RS-2477 (MP 68.9 to MP 83.1). 
 
2. Replace Calf Creek Bridge (MP 74.5).  
 
3. Stabilize roadway where embankment is currently supported by W-beam (MP 74.8), and 

at locations where existing barrier is not properly supported (MP 75.4, MP 77.5-77.7). 
 

4. Provide turnouts. (Evaluate eastbound turnouts at MP 71.7, 76.2, 79.5; evaluate 
westbound turnouts at MP 69.0, 69.9, 72.5, 83.0) 

 
5. Improve intersections at Hole-in-the-Rock Road (MP 64.4) and Calf Creek Recreation 

Area (MP 75.0). 
 

6. Widen curve known as “the Tank” (MP 71.0). 
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IDENTICAL COPIES OF THIS LETTER SENT TO THE FOLLOWING 
 
Original to: CC to: 
Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Director 
Hopi Cultural Preservation Office (Hopi Tribe) 
P.O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, Arizona  86039 

 

Mr. Phil Pikyavit, Band Chairman 
Kanosh Band of the Paiutes 
P.O. Box 101 
Kanosh, Utah  84637 

 

Mr. Glenn Rogers, Chairman 
Shivwits Band, Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah 
370 North 400 West #2 
St. George, Utah 84770 

 

 















 

Cedar City District, 1470 North Airport Road, Cedar City, UT 84721-1009 
telephone 435-865-5500 | facsimile 435-865-5564 | www.udot.utah.gov 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

October 16, 2007 
 
 
Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Director 
Hopi Cultural Preservation Office 
P.O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, Arizona  86039 
 
 
Subject:   SR-12 Improvements – Escalante to Boulder, Utah 
    Project No. STP-0012(8)60E 
   Determination of Eligibility and Finding of Effects 
 
Dear Mr. Kuwanwisiwma: 
 
To briefly remind you, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the 
Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is in the process of preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to investigate the potential impacts of several improvements made to State 
Route 12 (SR-12) between Escalante and Boulder, Utah. 
 
The UDOT has prepared a Determination of Eligibility and Finding of Effects for the subject 
project.  Please take this opportunity to review the enclosed document, and if you have any 
comments or concerns, please reply within 30 days of receipt, or feel free to contact me at (435) 
865-5562, or lglidden@utah.gov. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this project.   
      

Respectfully,  
 
 
 
 

     Laurel H. Glidden, NEPA/NHPA Specialist 
     UDOT Region 4 Environmental 
 
Enclosure 
 
cc:   (w/o enclosure, via email) 
 Monte Aldridge, UDOT 
 Andrea Clayton, HW Lochner 
 Tyler Robirds, HW Lochner 
 Randall Taylor, UDOT 
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Identical letters sent to: CC: 
Ms. Lora E. Tom, Tribal Chair 
The Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah 
440 North Paiute Drive 
Cedar City, Utah  84720 

Ms. Dorena Martineau, Cultural Resource 
Representative 
Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah 
440 North Paiute Drive 
Cedar City, Utah  84720 

Ms. Brenda Drye 
Cultural Resources Coordinator 
Kaibab Band of the Paiute Indians 
Tribal Affairs Building 
HC65 Box 2 
Fredonia, Arizona 86020 
 

 

Mr. Glenn Rogers, Chairman 
Shivwits Band, Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah 
370 North 400 West #2 
St. George, Utah 84770 
 

 

Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Director 
Hopi Cultural Preservation Office (Hopi Tribe) 
P.O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, Arizona  86039 
 

 

Mr. Phil Pikyavit, Chairman 
Kanosh Band of the Paiutes 
PO Box 101 
Kanosh, Utah  84637 

Mr. Ralph Pikyavit 
Cultural Resource Representative 
Kanosh Band of the Paiutes 
c/o/ Rochelle Pikyavit 
473 South 100 East 
Ivins, Utah 84738 
 

Mr. Kenny Wintch 
Utah SITLA 
675 East 500 South, Suite 500 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84102 

 

Mr. Matt Zweifel 
Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument 
190 East Center 
Kanab, Utah 84741 
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